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１Object Movement in Late Middle English
Introduction
Nishio Miho
　This paper discusses the derivation of surface ov order in late Middle English. Kitahara
(1997) has offered an analsis of object shift in Icelandic in terms of economy considerations. l
argue that his ana!ysis cannot account for the basic facts about late Middle English object
movement as it stands, and some modification following Chomsky's (1995) suggestion is
necessary.　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　犬
2 . Object-Verb Order in late Middle English
　Van Kemenade (1987, 177) concludes, combining the results of Canale ( 1978) and Hiltunen
(1983), that in English the underlying order has changed from ov to vo around 1200. However,
Foster and van der Wurff (1995,1997) has shown that ov order survived in late Middle English
so tenaciously that it cannot be considered as merely an archaism. In this section. we review the
facts about object-verb order in late Middle English, drawing on van der Wurff (1997)。
[1]In late Middle English, both pronominal and non-pronominal objects can be found in
surface ov order.' The subject of an Exceptional Case Marking complement can also precede the
ECM verb.
( 1 ) 3if pei pise ｄｅｇｒｅｅｓknowyn.
　　if they these degrees know
(2) it hym conserveth florissynge in his ａｇｅ･
　　　it him conserves flourishing in his age
(3) the grace of God, amydde the lyly white,
　　　thegrace of God amidst the lily white
　　　The beaute causith to be of more delyte･
　　　thebeauty causes to be of more delight
{Jacob's Well ２１／17)
(Chaucer, Melibee 995)
(Lydgate,£ife of 0『£ady ii. 55り-560』
［2］Surface ov order can be found in ａ sentence with an auxili血y and a nonfinite verb.
（4）Ｆｏｒ syn he was born l haue hym blent.　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　犬　　　　　　　　　ニ
　　　for since he was born l have him blinded.　　　　　　　　　　し　　　　　　　　　　犬く
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　し　　（Ｃａｓｔｌｅ ｏｆＰｅｒｓｅｖｅｒａｎｃｅＳ１）
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( 6 ) perf ore I doしit nou5t……　……………　j…………
　……therefore･･I do it∇ｎｏtﾉﾉ　∧…………………:．　・．
(7)Viレ如t･ [t(V)しt(Obi)]…………ト.しj…………I………
Non-pronominal objects always follow the nり姐
( 8 ) & 3it he 3euip not pis郎衣e.ト…………:……………………
　　and yりtれe gives not……this一一grace｡＝　十＼
lｈ､a sentence with an auxiliary､, the non-pr
(9)1 may体己beaut叩ｿﾞof hem not sustene
　∧I can the beauty of them白叩t印面ｒe十
Examples can be found inﾚwhicポ（･nlyﾚone of the ver!
negator.･･.　.･･･.･..･.・.　・･･･.　・.・　..･.･.･･･.･　･.･
(10) God･sterep not pee in pis如rityngヶ
　レ　God stirsダnot you如工this w･riting
(11) SOS!ylyﾚthat the:p八面it:it natｽｅ如面
　ニso slyly that the priest it nat大晦（
Both the obj万ectand the verb can follow the
(12):Though that the feend 如此tｿin oure sigl
　十althか而h that thりdevil n6tし脈拍r sight
(13) And though I nat六曲e same wordesｹﾞseye.
ユレand though Iﾚnot the sa皿e words say∧
柏白面xiliary.
）
69／12）
eｎsileｓ･･Ｂｅａｕtｅ･2 ）
155/17)
m’ｓｔａＭﾚ1230)
心=几le 916)
φ/ Thopas 959)
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［4］Preverbal objects in ov sentences can be separated from their verb by various types of
elements; an adjunct, an indirect object, and an auxiliary.
(14)1 may my persone and myn hous so kepen and deffenden･
　　　ｌmay my person and my house so keep and defend
(Chaucer, Me品a 1334)
(15) him that alle pise guodes ham lenp.
　　him that all these goods them lends
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　(Ayenbite of Inωｙ£6－7）
(16) And Absolon his gyterne hath ytake
　　and Ａ.　his guitar has taken
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　(Chauceｒ.　Milleｒ’ｓ Tale 3353)
［5］Foster and van der Wurff (1997) examine the discourse function of the ov order in late
Middle English and observe that ov order in prose has strong correlation with givenness of the
object, while OV order in verse has correlation with definiteness and specificity of the object.
　Although we have seen various properties of object movement in late Middle English, we will
concentrate on the properties in［1］ａｎｄ［2］in the following sections.
　　　　3. The Shortest Derivation Condition Analysis
　Kitahara (1997, 37-46) argues that the timing of verb movement and object shift can be
deduced from the morphological properties of Ｔ in combination with the Strong Feature
Condition, the Shortest Derivation Condition and the Minimal Link Condition.
(17) Strong Feature Condition
　　　　Spell-Outapplies to Σonly if Σcontains no category with a strong feature.
(18) Shortest Derivation Condition
　　　Minimize the number of elementary operations necessary for convergence. ^
(19) Minimal Link Condition
　　H(K) attracts a only if there is noβ，βcloser to H(K) thanα, such that Ｈ(Ｋ)
　　attractsβ.
H(K) in (19) is the head of the target Ｋ，and the notion of 'closer' is understood in terms of
c-command and equidistance.　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　十
(20)βis closer to H(K) than a iff βc-commands a, andβis not in the minimal domain of
　　　CH, where CH is the chain headed by 7 ，and 7 is adjoined to Ｈ(Ｋ).３
Now let us consider the following Icelandic pair. Given that the adverb ekki is generated inside
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V ", the fact that the finite verb precedes ＆んi in both (21a) and (b)･indicates that the finite
verb obligatorily undergoes overt movement to Ｔ: Ｔ has strong V-feature in Icelandic.
(21) a. J6n keypti [。pekki t[keyptかbokina]レ　………=
　　b. J6n keypti b6kina [9 ekki t(keypti) t(b6kina)]=
The Shortest Derivation Condition analysis accounts forトthe optionality of the overt object
shift in (21a, b) as follows. In the derivation of (21a), cove吽application of Move raises the
component of formal features of the object in the LF component. This involves the elementary
operations of concatenation and replacement. In the derivatioねJofく21b), overt application of
Move raises the components of phonetic and semantic features of the object along with the
component of the formal features. This involves only the elementary operation of concatena-
tion, but induces covert application of Erase, involving the elementary operation of replace-
ment. Thus, the two derivations involve the same ｎＵ㎡ber of elりmentary oうerationsレTherefore,
the Shortest Derivation Condition allows both of them。 ＼　　　バ　　　尚　=〉　ニ
　As for the overt movement of the subject in [21b]), the Minimal Link Condition allows Ｔ to
attractｽthe subject (in the inner specifier position of ｖ:)｡over the ･object (in the outer specifier
position of v). Since the object is in the minimal domain of theよchain the head of which adjoins
to Ｔ，it does not count as 'closer' to Ｔ than the subject.'　‥‥‥‥‥‥万　　　　　]
(22) 　　　　　　Ｔ－
[Ｖ
ニ
・
√☆
ご＼,＼:…………
よ∧ﾆ………
　　。二もj
　The following pair shows that overt object shift i4 prohibited in a sentence with an auxilia:ry.
(23) a. Jon hefur [｡。ekki keypt b6kina].　　し　ト　　　　j………………ニ　　ニ　l
　　b. *J6n hefur bokina [｡ｒ･ekkikeypt･t(b6kina)]ト…………=･……ト………ﾌﾟ　……ﾀﾞ……
In the derivation of (23a, b), the strong V-feature ofﾄT is checked by the auxiliary, and the
nonfinite verb stays in the ｙ－｡　　　　　　　＼　上…　　…………II　∧　　　ダ　　　し
(24)
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へ
Aｕｘ十Ｔ
二入
へ
Ｖ十ｖ　　　ynax
　∧
t(Ｖ)t(obj)
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Since the nonfinite verb does not raise to Ｔ，the object is not in the minimal domain of ａ chain
the head of which adjoins to Ｔ: it counts as closer to Ｔ than the subject. Accordingly, the
Minimal Link Condition prohibits Ｔ from attracting the subject｡
Although the Shortest Derivation Condition analysis accounts for the basic facts about
Icelandic object shift neatly, we cannot apply it to object movement in late Middle English as
it is. There are two problems to be solved. First, under the Shortest Derivation Condition
analysis, overt object shift to the outer specifier position of ｖ is concomitant with overt verb
movement to Ｔ. Therefore, the surface order to be expected is VO, not ov. Second, overt object
shift in ａ sentence with an auxiliary yields ａ structure in which the Minimal Link Condition
prohibits the subject raising. As ａ consequence, overt object shift should not be allowed in ａ
sentence with an auxiliary. However, as we have seen in section 2，０Ｖ order can be found in ａ
sentence with an auxiliary in late Middle English. Thus we need some modification to the
Shortest Derivation Constraint analysis.
　　　　　4. Modification to the Shortest Derivation Constraint Analysis
　According to Chomsk (195, 358), V十ｖ can assign the external e -role of ｖ to any of the
specifier positions of ｖ because they are in the minimal domain of ｖ. He suggests that we drop
the notion of equidistance entirely, and adopt the simplified notion of ”closer”in（25）.
(25)βis closer to the target Ｋ than αifβc-commands a .
He claims that it follows from these assumptions that (i) overt object raising is only to the
inner specifier positions of V, (ii) tねesubject will merge in the outer specifier position of ｖ，and
accordingly, (iii) only the subject can be attracted by Ｔ｡
　If we accept this proposal and assume that Ｔ bears no strong V-feature in late Middle English,
we can account for the possibility of the ov order in late Middle 耳nglish straightforwardly.
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As we have seen in the preceding section, overt object raising and covert object raising involves
the same number of elementary operations. Therefore√both (ﾚ叫a) andﾀﾞ(26b) are permitted by
the Shortest Derivation Condition. We get the surface ov order if the object undergoes overt
object raising. Since subject raising to the specifier position of Ｔ ｎｏ･longer depends on verb
raising to Ｔ，we expect OV, as well as VO, in a sentence withし血二auxiliary.　　　………
　　　　　　5. Summary　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　十‥　　…………I‥‥‥‥　　　‥‥<　　　　白土　　　　ト
In section 2， we have seen various facts concerning object movement in late Middle English.
Unlike Icelandic object shift, late Middle English object movement yields surface OV order and
occurs in ａ sentence with an auxiliary. In section矢巾Kitaha姐愉･(1997)……analysi･ｓ･･万一of Icelandic
object shift in terms of the Shortest Derivation Condition and the Minimal Link Condition has
been reviewed. In section 4，it has been shown that if we ｍｏ(!ify……Kitahara'sanalysis by accept-
at the role of exteぞ姐1 argument of ｖ･皿n be assigned to anying Chomsky's (1995) proposal th
of the specifier positions of ｖ，we can account for the basic facts about object movement in late
Middle English.　　　　　　　し　　　　　　　　＼づ　　＼ﾉ＼　　‥‥‥‥‥　　　‥‥‥
'Late Middle English examples are taken from van der Wurff (1997).
'Kitahara (1997, 35) interprets Merge, Move and Erase in:termsﾚof elemen仏如operations 'conむate-
nation' and 'replacement'; cyclic application of Merge =concaten:ation, cyclic application of Move
= concatenation, noncyclic application of Merge ニconcatenationﾄ十replacement, noncyclic appli-
むation of Move ＝ concatenation十replacemeねt, noneかlie app!ication of Erase = replacement.
3c-ｃｏｍｍａｎｄ:aC-commandsβiff every category dominating a dominａｔｅｓβ，ａ≠β,and neither
dominates the other.　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　‥‥‥‥‥‥‥‥‥万…………f　　　∧……|
‘Kitahara (1997) assums that v-V"" configuration assigns the role of external argument of ｖ to the
inner specifier of ｖ，so that object shift must follow the concatenation of subject and ａ projection
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of ｖ．
　　　REFERENCES
Chomsky, Noam (1995) The Minimalist Program, MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.
Foster, Tony and Wim van der Wurff (1995)”The survival 0f object-verb order in Middle English:
　　some ｄ貳ａ,”Ｎｅｏｐｈｉｌｏｌｏｇｕｓ,309-325.
Foster, Tony and Wim van der Wurff (1997)”From syntax to discourse: the function of object-verb
　　order in Late Middle Ｅｎぼlish," Ｓｔｕｄｉｅｓin ＭｉｄｄｌｅＥｎｇｌｉｓh lingiｓｔicｓ，ed. by Jacek Fisiac,
　　135-156, Mouton de Gruyter, Berlinヽ
Kitahara, Hisatsugu (1997)Ｅｌｅｍｅｎtａｒｙ Ｏｐｅｒａtio几ｓ ａｎｄ Ｏｐtｉｍａｌ Derivations, MIT　Press,
　　Cambridge, MA.
Wurff, Wim van der (1997)”Deriving object-verb order in late Middle English,”Journal of
　　Linguistics 33， 485-509.
Wurff, Wim van der (1999)”Object and verbs in modern Icelandic and fifteenth-century English: ａ
　　word order parallel and its causes,”Ｌｉｎｇｕｔ
Wurff, Wim van der and Tony Foster (1997)”Object-verb order in 16th century English: Ａ study of
　　its frequency and status,”Ｌａｎｇｕａｇｅ Ｈｉｓtｏりａｎｄ ＬｉａｇｕiｓtｉｃＭｏｄｅｌＵａｇ:ａ ｆｅｓtｓcfiｒi/t/ｏｒ Ｊａｃｅｆｅ
　　Ｆｉｓiak. oa hiｓ 60tK biｒtｈｄａ-ｙ,ed. by Ramond Hickey and Stanislaw Puppel, 439-453, Mouton de
　　Gruyter, Berlin; New Ｙｏｒk｡
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　(Manuscriptum receptum 30. 9 .2000)
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　(Editum pronuntiatum 27.12.2000)

